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OONTRAt-ACC1TA O OPP E~R BV POST"WITi*AWAL 0F OFFER MEORE
ACCEPTANCE.

I,,n roLpdon & iVewt&wn Bank (f îoo) i Ch. 2 2o, is u pon the'
point, whether an affer to, accept an allotment of shares had been
validly withdrawn, before the posting of an acceptance of the offer,
The question turned on the fact when the acceptance was puted,
By the rules of the Post Office, postmen are flot authorized to
accept letters to be posted, and it appeared by the evidence that
thé letter of acceptance had been delivered ta a postman to be
posted about 7 a.m.; but the envelope containing it. was impressed
with a stamnp indicating that it had been posted 'at a district post
office, and ftrm thence taken to the general post office, from which
it was sent at i i 3z aàm The letter af withdrawal wvas received
at about 9.30 a.m. On the evidence Cozens-Hardy, J., came ta the
conclusion that as the Jetter of acceptance had been improperly
delivered to a postman, who was not the agent of the Post
Office for that purpose, the plaintiff had failed ta show that
it had properly reached the Post Office before the receipt of the
letter of withdrawal, and, therefore, that the latter. was va]lid.

ADMIN I8TRATION -TRUST DxEED-TUSTBE, MISCONDUCI' OF-ACCOVNT AGAINST
TRUSTES, WRNst nausED-RLTLEL 772-(ONT. RULE 954).

In Camnpbell v. Gillespie (igoo) i Ch. 225, the Court, in the
exercise of its discrétion under Rule 772, (see Ont. Rule 954).
refused a general accaunt against a trustée. The facts were as
follows:- In 1887 one Campbell, an insolvent trader, assigr 'z! his
business to the defendant for the benefit of his creditors, with an
ultirnate trust for himself. In 1893 Campbell assigned his interest
under the deed ta his wife, the plp*ntift, for her separate use. In
r896 the defènic.nt re-assigned the business ta the plaintiff. On
this occasion same investigation af the trust account was mnade by
the plaintiff, but no detailed account was required by, or rendered
ta her. In 1898 the defendant destroyed ail the books oi accaunt
connected with the trust under the honest belief that they were no
longer required. In October, 1898, after the books had been
destroyed, the present action was commenced against the
defendant, who was charged therein with r:aud and misconduct,
and an accouz. was claimed against him fram 1887 ta î896 on the
footing of wilful ncgloct and default. The défen.dant denied the
charges af fraud and misconduct, but admitted three specific items
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